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Abstract 
This paper discusses the issues of stakeholder 
consensus making and in particular aspects of 
stakeholder personality, social, project and 
environmental factors, as they all combine to influence 
stakeholder bargaining behaviour. It discusses the 
development of the Interaction Model of Consensus 
(IMC) which demonstrates the interdependence 
between the communication, negotiation and 
consensus processes during Information System (IS) 
requirement elicitation. Using empirical data as a 
catalyst for discussion, the paper examines the 
communication and negotiation processes and their 
impact on forming stakeholder consensus in selecting 
IS requirements. 
1. Introduction 
Requirements Engineering (RE), the earliest stage 
of information systems development projecu>, in spite 
of elaborate methods and process models to assist in its 
success, incorporates a large degree of uncertainty due 
to the impact of social influences from the project 
stakeholders e.g. developers, end users, project 
initiators, sponsors and managers. [24]. A study 
undertaken by the University of Calgary revealed 
several categories of major concern in respect to RE, 
among these were requirements elicitation, negotiation 
and communication [24]. During the intensely 
communicative process of requirements elicitation, 
stakeholders negotiate using different bargaining 
behaviour based on their perceptions and individual 
perspectives [11, 36J. Not surprisingly. the key to 
successful requirement negotiation is the alignment of 
these stakeholder perspectives [27]. Both the 
communication and negotiation processes used to 
obtain this alignment are subject to a plethora of 
influences, all capable of inhibiting or facilitating 
consensus. As stakeholder consensus making is not 
well understood in the context of requirements 
elicitation, this paper therefore proposes and explores 
an Interaction Model of Consensus (IMC) which 
provides some insights into the social, environmental 
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and individual influences on stakeholder perception 
and behaviour, and which demonstrates the interaction 
of the communication, negotiation and consensus 
processes. The paper argues that the communication, 
negotiation and consensus processes, as used during 
the elicitation phase of RE, play an important role in 
influencing the success of an IS development project. 
It will show that open communication, when used 
effectively to negotiate natural consensus, can 
positively affect an IS project through the alignment of 
stakeholder perspectives. A 'natural consensus' is 
defined as a situation where all parties involved in the 
process have, of their own free will, agreed to a 
particular issue. They cannot have been surreptiously 
manipulated or forced into agreeing to an outcome. We 
also define 'open communication' as communication 
that is not limited Of censored by management or other 
stakeholders in the negotiation process. 
This paper provides a significant extension to the 
framework describing Influences on Consensus (lC), 
which was developed in our previous research in this 
area [30]. The new Interaction Model of Consensus 
(IMC) has since been proposed and described in this 
paper, which better explains how the stakeholder, as an 
individual or counterpart, during the communication, 
negotiation, and consensus processes, is subject to a 
combination of influences that result in their specific 
bargaining behaviour. 
2. Research Methods 
The initial Ie model, based on the qualitative 
analysis of data collected from a single case study 
conducted on a large Australian nun-prufit 
organisation, demonstrated the communication factors 
that influence stakeholder consensus during the 
elicitation and negotiation of IS requirements [30). 
Apart from exposing the factors found to intluencc 
consensus, the previously collected empirical data also 
highlighted an association between thc communication. 
negotiation and consensus processes. 
The model and its source data weft~ consequently 
debated and validated in two focu~ group,. Th-: first 
and second focus groups included three and fi\·c 
experienced business and IT practili0ner". rcsrecti'·ely. 
These people represented all stakeholder types usually 
involved in requirements elicitation and development. 
Both focus groups met independently of each other and 
were not aware of the others comments. Both were 
provided identical information that included an 
explanation of factors, raised through a literature 
review and a preliminary model based on the case 
study data. They were then invited to discuss the 
hierarchy as well as the inclusion or exclusion of 
factors in the model. 
The insights provided by the focus groups, 
however, were insufficient to fully understand the 
particulars of all associations between communication, 
negotiation and consensus, thus signifying a need for 
further conceptual investigation of these three 
processes as subsequently conducted and reported in 
this paper. 
3. Discussion of Results 
The case study data highlighted that due to the 
lack of negotiation process used during their consensus 
process, as arbitrated by an authoritarian management 
style, the process eventually culminated in a forced 
consensus where stakeholders were coerced to agree 
with the decision or be excluded from the process. 
Most interestingly, every participant in the focus 
groups acknowledged observing such situations in their 
practice, and noted the importance of interdependent 
relationship between the communication, negotiation 
and consensus processes in these situations. These 
comments asserted that negotiation is a critical part of 
communication and consensus and that effective 
consensus process cannot take place without preceding 
negotiation. It was mentioned that consensus heavily 
relies on the communication process and that both 
influence each other. The consensus also depends on 
negotiation because negotiation is the key to arriving at 
consensus. We will briefly discuss each of these 
processes and further justify its inclusion in the refined 
IMCmodel. 
3.1 The Consensus Process 
It is hard to distinguish between the negotiation 
and consensuS processes when the goal is a natural 
consensus because typically in such a situation the 
consensus process already includes aspects of 
negotiation. Negotiation, however, is clearly not 
dependent on consensus as negotiation can also result 
in impasse or stalemate. Being a typical, social group 
process, the consensus is rich in communication and 
interaction between participants [5, 23, 34], which is 
also characteristic of requirements elicitation from 
multiple stakeholders. During such a process, whether 
or not occurring in project meetings, focus groups, 
group or individual interviews, in electronic email or 
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bulleting board discussions, the input of everyone 
needs to be carefully considered and an outcome to be 
crafted to best meet the needs of the entire group. Even 
if individuals disagree with the final decision, such as 
the selection of requirements options, they may still 
agree to the consensus as the best result for all [5, 23, 
341· 
Most models of consensus represent the process 
involving at least three common phases involving high 
levels of communication, negotiation and conflict 
resolution utilising collaboration, cooperation and 
compromise [5, 17, 23, 34]. Such models commonly 
highlight the need to include some form of introduction 
phase where a topic or a concept, such as a callection 
of system feature, for the subsequent discussion could 
be introduced and the consensus process could also be 
explained. Following this initial stage, a bargaining 
phase commonly takes place, which involves broad 
open discussion in which stakeholders identify and 
resolve concerns using negotiation. FinaIly we may 
have an outcome phase where a possible resolution, 
such as settling on the requirements option, could be 
presented to the participants who could subsequently 
vote ta accept or reject a possible outcome, and to re-
enter the bargaining phase. 
Formal consensus requires that every individual, 
regardless of organisational rank, present their 
viewpoints and have them respectfully regarded [5]. 
The reality is that many organisational and personal 
forces, as related to communication, power, conflict 
and individual stakeholders' perspectives and goals, 
significantly influence the acceptance of other 
participants' viewpoints. In fact, Dussein [I7] notes 
that consensus has very high communication and 
investigation costs, which result from individuals 
misrepresenti.ng their viewpoint in an effort to achieve 
their personal goal - quite common in the requirements 
negotiation, especially when political issues are at 
stake [35]. 
For these reasons, in the IMC (see Figure I), the 
consensus process is presented as the foremost element 
of the model because a natural consensus (the desired 
outcome in IS negotiation) is dependent on the 
execution of both the communication and negotiation 
processes. 
3.2 The Negotiation Process 
Negotiation is really a form of interpersonal 
communication and therefore its influences are shared 
with the communication process [27]. Negotiation is 
also recognised as a social interaction where 
individuals seek agreement on some outcomes, which 
in the requirements elicitation typically relate to 
inclusion or exclusion of system requirements [14,38]. 
Spector's [36] model of negotiation demonstrates 
background, process and outcome phases which are 
also common to the consensus process - as discussed 
so far. In his model, during the background phase, 
people's predispositions are observed as being 
reflected in their "personalities". In support of Spector, 
Lewicki and his associates [27) argued that 
participants' personality clearly influences negotiation' 
as all parties involved tend to view others through a 
lens of their own personality. They also [27J argue that 
personality is important to negotiation because a 
stakeholder's bargaining behaviour is influenced by 
their personality traits which may include conflict 
management style, a tendency to regard either personal 
or social norms over the other or towards egocentric or 
socially oriented outcome goals, a lack or presence of 
self efficacy or confidence in one's abilities, a cynical 
or Machiavellian attitude or whether the person is a 
high or low-truster. 
Stakeholder'S bargaining behaviour is 
consequently guided by the strength of their 
personality, their perceptions of opponents and 
expectations of what they want during the process 
phase of Spector's model of negotiation [361. Lewicki 
and his associates [27) also believe perception and 
cognition are the building blocks of all social actions 
including negotiation [271. So again, in support of 
Coughlan and others who discussed influences on 
communication, the importance of stakeholder 
perception alignment is raised (9, 111. 
Lewicki and his associates further believe that 
many failed negotiations can be attributed to the fact 
that people do not open themselves to others 
perspectives and to the merits of their argument. This 
often happens because people are limited by their own 
perspective with this being one of the biggest barriers 
to negotiation [27]. It is during the outcome phase of 
Spector's [36] model that participants use their 
bargaining behaviour based on their personalities and 
perceptions to facilitate power plays and achieve 
outcomes favourable to themselves. The relevance to 
IS requirements negotiation is that stakeholder 
consensus is contingent on the alignment of 
stakeholder perceptions and expectations [7, 12,24,27, 
28,33). 
Therefore if we know counterparts with 
complimentary personalities, they are more likely to 
cooperate and achieve consensus, whereas dissimilar 
personalities have a higher probability of reaching 
deadlock [36}. Then logically we should examine the 
influences that shape stakeholder personality during 
the negotiation process to identify areas that could be 
isolatcd. viewed and controlled with the aim to 
encourage consensus achieving bargaining behaviour 
during IS requirements elicitation. As mentioned 
earlier the Negotiation Process occurs within the 
c<./nSClbUS process when a natural consensus is the 
desired outcome therefore the negotiation process will 
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be presented in the IMC as a sub-process of the 
consensus process. 
3.3 The Conununication Process 
Generic models of the communication process, 
such as that offered by Bovee and Thill's [4), often 
include distinct activities by means of which 
stakeholders are able to communicate, i.e. by sending 
and receiving messages using encoding, decoding and 
feedback to facilitate this process. Clearly, 
requirements elicitation is a rich and dynamic 
communication activity between diverse groups of IS 
project stakeholders [7, 12, 33] and as such it could be 
modelled using the respective generic communication 
framework. However, such a model [4J cannot be 
readily adopted to explain all of the observable 
elicitation phenomena such as those exposing 
stakeholders' communication to the influence of 
factors associated with negotiation and consensus 
processes, both considered an integral part of 
requirements elicitation [37}. 
Conversely, Coughlan and her associates [1 I], 
strongly assert that negotiation outcomes, such as 
consensus, are also influenced by the quality of 
communication. They argue that open communication 
facilitates knowledge sharing, which consequently 
enables knowledge negotiation and results in 
consensus-based acceptance of an IS project [ Ill. 
In the same vein, Cecez-Kecmanovic and Janson 
[9] explained the importance of Habermas' theory of 
Communicative Action (CA) to IS development. They 
noted that stakeholders use CA to influence each others 
perceptions and actions to create a simultaneous 
understanding of the objective, social and subjective 
worlds of the IS project [9J. In short, they feel CA 
facilitates the negotiation process through the 
alignment of stakeholder perceptions based on a 
sharing and understanding of the corporate context of 
the project, social and personal norms and peisonal 
experience [9]. 
Carroll and Swatman [8] support Cecez-
Kecmanovic and Janson noting that the needs of the 
stakeholders can only be understood within the context 
of the influences shaping their needs. They list these 
influences as including the environment in which the 
organisation operates; the organisations own operating 
environment (culture, structure, politics and values); 
the available technology; theories and beliefs about the 
role of information technology; and the stakeholders' 
knowledge about computing [8]. 
Therefore in respect to IS requirement negotiation 
the stakeholder's personality and the influences that 
shape it are critical to the way the stakeholder 
perceives and acts during the negotiation process. 
Hence, stakeholder personality and what influences it 
should be investigated with a view to improve the 
alignment of stakeholder perception and expectation. 
Logically, some form of communication is required to 
facilitate the negotiation and consensus processes 
therefore the communication process will be presented 
in the IMC as a sub-process of both the consensus and 
negotiation processes. 
4. Explanatory Model of Communicative 
Interaction 
To assist in better understanding of the 
observations derived from the case study [30] and the 
subsequent focus groups, we have developed the 
stakeholder Interaction Model of Consensus (lMC) 
which explains the factors discovered to influence 
stakeholder communication (see Figure I). While the 
communication process, here included as a sub-process 
in the IMC, does not explicitly show the factors 
observed in our earlier empirical work {30, 31], such 
factors are still present and should be acknowledged to 
include trust, knowledge and power, intersubjectivity, 
corporate culture, cooperation, collaboration and 
compromise, and conflict. The IMC as a whole 
represents the consensus process which is subsequently 
separated into three sections (by vertical dotted lines in 
Figure 1) demonstrating the consensus environmental 
and individual stakeholder context, the consensus 
making process and the consensus state, and all their 
conceptual entities (represented by boxes in Figure I). 
The sub-processes of negotiation and communication 
are shown to occur within the predominant consensus 
process and are further explained in the Flow of 
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Interaction section of this paper. 
In contrast to our earlier work, the IMC no longer 
represents abstract inter-relationsh.ip of observed 
factors, but rather represents the interaction of two 
individual stakeholders (dark and white boxes in 
Figure 1), their shared influences and outcomes (light 
grey boxes in Figure I), and different types of 
associations between them (arrows in Figure I). The 
IMC model provides a fusion of three distinct 
theoretical frameworks known to clarify human 
communication, negotiation and consensus processes, 
which we then transferred to the IS settings. It should 
be noted that even though the model focuses on the 
individual interaction of two participating stakeholders 
it also explains the bargaining behaviour of individuals 
in a group situation. 
To further explain stakeholder influences and the 
association between the negotiation, communication 
and consensus processes the !MC will demonstrate 
points of interaction between the processes whilst 
explaining the intricacies of these processes. It will 
also demonstrate influences on stakeholder bargaining 
behaviour which will be classified as 'static or 
dynamic' and 'shared or individual'. If a factor of 
influence is common to all stakeholders but has 
different influence on each stakeholder it will be 
classified as 'individual' . If a factor's influence is 
common to all stakeholders in the process it will be 
classified as 'shared ' . If a factor's influence does not 
change over the time period of negotiation it will be 
classified as 'static' where if the influence can readily 
change in that period of time, it will be classified as 
CONSENSUS MAKING CONSENSUS 
PROCESS STATE 
NEGOTIATION 
& CONSENSUS 
MAKING 
·-1-·_·--_·_·-
-_._-_. __ -.1 
Figure 1_ Interaction Model of the Communication, Negotiation and Consensus 
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'dynamic' (see Figure 1). 
4.1 Bargaining Behaviour 
As mentioned earlier one of the key stakeholdllr 
functions of consensus and negotiation is bargaining 
behaviour [36]. There are basically two styles of 
bargaining behaviour when negotiating; distributive 
and integrative [29]. Distributive bargaining behaviour 
occurs within a competitive context relying on 
demands, threats and arguments to increase a 
participant's chance of maximising their individual 
gain to achieve a win-lose outcome thus only creating 
unilateral satisfaction [14, 29]. Integrative bargaining 
behaviour occurs within a cooperative context relying 
on information exchanges, concession exchanging and 
the building of relationships to increase the chance of 
maximising joint gain and mutual satisfaction [14, 29). 
Therefore integrative bargaining behaviour is 
conducive to achieving stakeholder consensus when 
negotiating IS requirements [29]. Hence we need to 
identify the factors that encourage an integrative 
bargaining behaviour. 
4.2 Static Individual Influences on Bargaining 
Behaviour 
Early analysis of the empirical data raised power, 
corporate culture, knowledge, trust, collaboration, 
cooperation, compromise, intersubjectivity, negotiation 
and conflict as communication influences on the 
consensus process. However further investigation of 
the factors indicated their influence affected the 
negotiation, communication and consensus; processes 
when combined to result in a natural consensus. This 
eventuated in the development of a classification 
system, as discussed earlier, to demonstrate their 
influence on stakeholder bargaining behaviour. 
Examination of the data underlined power and 
corporate culture as static (i.e. constant during the 
negotiation / consensus process) individual influences 
that impact the consensus process and stakeholder 
bargaining behaviour. Further to this a review of 
literature highlighted personality, language and 
personal norms as also being static individual 
influences on the negotiation process therefore all were 
examined. 
4.2.1 Personality 
There are great many facets of personality, as 
suggested by psychological theories, which are likely 
to influence the three IMC processes. While we do not 
state that personality is a factor that can be in any way 
controlled or altered by parties involved in the 
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processes, we do however know that personality 
combines with other influences to create a stakeholder 
expectations and perceptions, which guide IS 
stakeholders' bargaining behaviour [14, 36]. As a 
result the personality factor has been included in thc 
IMC, As personality is an ingrained facet of a 
stakeholder and will be included as a static, individual 
influence on bargaining behaviour (see Figure I). 
4.2.2 Power 
When people interact, especially in some socio-
political setting, power is always an influence. Some of 
the participants in our case study admitted to be 
swayed when voting on consensus by people's 
powerful personalities or their position in the 
organisational hierarchy. Deutsch [13) addressed 
power as an influence on group decision-making. He 
divided power into two classes: 'group' or 'majority' 
power and 'individual' or 'minority' power (13). 
Further, he commented that within the group 
dynamic, group power is facilitated through normative 
influence [13]. Normative influence is a social-
relational form of influence in which pressure is 
applied to conform to the positive expectations of 
others explaining that the groups' expressed preference 
for an outcome conveys 'the norm' and deviant 
members are then influenced to accept 'the norm' [13). 
Some of the participants in the case study clearly 
acknowledged having changed their vote because they 
were the minority and felt compelled to do so. Deutsch 
[13] also noted informational influence as a source of 
individual or minority power. He defined it as the 
ability to influence someone to accept information 
obtained from others as evidence about reality (13). He 
explained that a group member might be influenced to 
accept third party information as being representative 
of a specific situation or fact even if that is not the case 
because of the power the influencing party has over 
them or the group [13]. 
Kaplan and Martin [25] agreed, acknowledging 
that informational influence is more likely to shift 
voting preferences when members are concerned w,ith 
correctness of their decision and that normatIve 
influence has more power when a group is attempting 
to reach a consensus in preferences. They also 
recognised expert power: first hand special knowledge 
or expertise about an issue, as an influence on 
consensus (25). 
Kaplan and Martin 125) also raised the social 
status of individuals within the group as another aspect 
of minority power. They noted that the influence of 
someone with a higher social status result:; from 
preconceived expectations of positive attributes 
including [25): 
• the impression of greater sclf conlidcncc; 
• non-conforntity; and 
• an increased participation in conversation. 
Flood et al. [21] supported this noting that Chief 
Executive Officers (CEO) dominance in a group 
reduces the degree of consensus that is achieved when 
group decision-making is used. This was highly 
evident in the case study where several participants 
acknowledged the ability of the CEO to sway a 
decision based on their corporate power rather than 
having a persuasive argument. Eisenhardt and 
Bourgeois [19] also supported this argument noting 
that the involvement of a less dominant CEO in a 
group decision-making process resulted in: 
• 
• 
• 
• 
a greater sharing of information; 
collaborative viewpoints; 
cooperative behaviour based on group rather 
than individual goals; and 
a more consensus style decision process. 
Personal, situational and expert power would not 
generally change within the frame of negotiating 
requirements therefore power will be classified as a 
static influence on bargaining behaviour in the IMC 
(see Figure I). Power can be associated with an 
individual or with a group however ultimately the 
decision to vote with the group is an individual choice 
so we will classify power as an individual influence on 
bargaining behaviour. 
4.2.3 Language 
Language is an important aspect of the 
communication process, which plays such a pivotal 
role in the IMC. A stakeholder'S language is a by-
product of their birth origin. If a specific language is 
not common to all stakeholders involved in the 
processes then it influences the levels of 
communication which in turn influences conflict, 
stakeholder rapport and empathy [15, 16]. Stakeholders 
may have a country's language in common but still not 
share language common to their industry or the 
technical nature of the IS project. However, this 
problem can be minimised or even totally eliminated 
through the supply of appropriate training, use of 
shared definitions and glossaries of common terms. 
Yet, language still must influence bargaining behaviour 
so it too will be included in the IMC as a static (i.e. 
persistent), though individual influence (see Figure I). 
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4.2.4 Corporate Culture 
Negotiation can be examined from an 
environmental, organisational or individual viewpoint 
hence corporate culture must be considered an 
influence on the process. Therefore it is not surprising 
several authors acknowledged corporate culture as an 
influence on the stakeholder noting that it alters the 
way stakeholders interact in the corporate environment 
by shaping the way they perceive, interpret and 
communicate with each other [2, 4]. During the case 
study participants from the lower hierarchal level felt 
the corporate culture was more evident during this 
process than any other they had been involved with in 
the company. They felt it created an 'us and them' 
syndrome which contributed to the inhibition of 
communication. This in turn discouraged them from 
more openly participating in the decision making 
process. 
Avison and Myers [2] highlighted that a corporate 
culture is a dynamic phenomenon through which 
managerial stakeholders create the working 
environment of the subordinate stakeholders. In fact 
they believe the alignment of stakeholder perceptions 
is hindered by the dynamic nature of corporate culture 
because corporate culture helps to create stakeholder 
perspective yet stakeholder's perception can also 
change how they perceive the corporate culture [21. 
However, the amount of change that occurs within a 
corporate culture would only be relevant to long term 
IS projects. Corporate culture is perceived and hence 
specific to an individual based on their hierarchal 
position and experiences in their corporation. We 
cannot assume that all stakeholders involved in the 
processes will be from a single organisation and, 
unless a long term IS project, corporate culture does 
not usually change during a negotiation therefore 
corporate culture will be included in the IMC as an 
individual, static influence on bargaining behaviour 
(see Figure 1). 
4.2.5 Personal Norms 
Every stakeholder enters negotiation with their 
own set of personal norms [27, 281. These are the 
moral and ethical guidelines developed in individuals 
through their specific family and socia) experiences as 
they have grown up. These norms prescribe how all 
individuals act in every situation therefore they must 
be considered an influence on bargaining beha\'iour. 
During the course of a negotiation it is hiohlv unlikel\' 
that years of bcha\'ioural de\'elopmen7 ~\'ould b~ 
innately changed therefore personal norms will be 
included in the IMe as static. individual intlucllccs 
(see Figure I). 
4.3 Dynamic Individual Influences on 
Bargaining Behaviour 
Analysis of the empirical data also raised the issue of 
trust and knowledge as communication factors that 
influence the consensus process. As before the;e 
factors were examined for their effect on stakeholder 
bargaining behaviour and were found to be dynamic, 
individual influences. Again, a review of literature 
showed the need to add stakeholder expectations and 
perceptions as dynamic, individual influences on the 
negotiation process so they were consequently 
investigated, 
4.3.1 Expectations and Perceptions 
All stakeholders enter a negotiation with either the 
'false consensus' or 'fixed pie' perception which 
determine their bargaining behaviour [22J. A false 
consensus perception leads the stakeholder to believe 
that a counterpart will tend to agree with them where a 
fixed pie perception believes a counterpart's 
preferences are diametrically opposed to their own and 
will therefore be unlikely to ever agree [22]. Further to 
this a stakeholder's expectations and perceptions are a 
direct result of their personality and even though a 
person's ingrained personality does not change, when 
it is combined with other influences it does alter 
expectations and perceptions which in turn alter 
stakeholder bargaining behaviour [36]. 
As stakeholders interact and become more familiar 
with each other, all the other influences mentioned in 
this paper unite to change expectations and perceptions 
[36J therefore they will be included in the IMC as 
individual, dynamic influences on the bargaining 
behaviour (see Figure I ). , 
4.3.2 Trust 
Spector [36], acknowledged trust as an important 
influence during the background phase of his 
negotiation model. Bachmann [3] supported noting that 
trust creates a reduction of possibilities in a decision 
making process thus reducing complexity and the level 
of communication. However, trust is not necessary in a 
negotiation but it does make the process proceed more 
readily if it is present [39]. Negotiators understand the 
value of trust establishing it from direct experience but 
again it does not necessarily spread to all interactions 
between parties instead it is usually limited to 
particular matters (10, 20, 39J. Thcrefore we can 
acknowledge that the trust possessed by onc 
stakeholder is the direct result of the personality and 
bargaining behaviour of other stakeholders. 
Trust is an individual personality trait that 
develops with interaction and influences the party who 
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is trusted therefore it will be included in the IMC as a 
dynamic, shared influence (see Figure I ). 
4.3.3 Knowledge 
Continuing on from the previous discussion about 
trust, Giddens [10] recognised that trust is made on the 
basis of a 'leap of faith' and can be based around one 
stakeholder's lack of knowledge or ignorance on a 
particular issue thus giving power to the another 
stakeholder's knowledge. This was confirmed in the 
case study when several participants acknowledged 
that when they did not have the business savvy to make 
the best decision they had put their vote with a person 
whom they deemed to be more capable because of 
their knowledge level. Another felt that their own 
knowledge gained them respect from others in the 
group, adding that the external technicians' opinions 
were always accepted on face value and are 
acknowledged as being worthy by the group because of 
their knowledge. This demonstrates that knowledge is 
also an influence on personality because it can change 
how individuals perceive themselves in relation to the 
group. 
While knowledge is specific to an individual, it 
does grow during the negotiation process therefore 
knowledge will be included in the IMC as a dynamic, 
individual influence on the bargaining behaviour (see 
Figure 1). 
4.4 Dynamic Shared Influences on Bargaining 
Behaviour 
Conflict and intersubjectivity were also revealed by the 
analysis of the empirical data as being communication 
factors that influences the consensus process and were 
subsequently classified as dynamic and shared. Further 
analysis of literature also exposed empathy and rapport 
as being dynamic, shared influences therefore all were 
investigated for their bearing on stakeholder bargaining 
behaviour. 
4.4.1 Conflict 
Robbins [32] believed increased communication 
leads to decreased conflict but high levels of 
communication can create it. Easterbrook [18] 
supported this stating during elicitation of 
requirements, comparison of viewpoints can shed new 
light on requirements to illuminate conflict but can also 
facilitate conflict resolution. It is also commonly 
accepted conflict influences IS stakeholder outcome 
expectations and fairness judgments [IS, 27, 28, 36, 
38]. One participant in the case study mentioned that 
during a conflict a counterpart had adjusted their 
opinion when they were offered an alternative to the 
original outcome. This supports the idea that as conflict 
is resolved perception or expectations alter. One 
participant in a focus group said that conflict can be 
bouncing ideas of someone and is not necessarily 
associated with power therefore it is not always bad. 
Another noted that sometimes you need conflict to get 
a resolution. 
Conflict's influence on personality is always 
shared because it takes more than one person for a 
conflict to occur. However, it is also dynamic as its 
influence changes as the stakeholders get closer to 
conflict resolution or when the conflict is not perceived 
as negative. Therefore this factor will be included in 
the IMC as dynamic, shared influence on stakeholder 
personality (see Figure 1). 
4.4.2 Empathy 
Another influences was noted by Drolet and her 
associates (15]. They said, when negotiating empathy 
or the adoption of a counterparts' perspective can help 
in achieving consensus as it can move stakeholders to 
adopt judgements that best meet the needs of all 
parties. Drolet and her associates [15] also claimed 
stakeholders in a negotiation are more willing to 
sacrifice their goals to achieve consensus if they have a 
positive relationship with their counterparts. Arguing 
that counterparts in a negative relationship will take 
greater risks with their goals to achieve a greater 
outcome for themselves [15], Therefore empathy is an 
important influence on stakeholder personality in the 
negotiation and consensus processes during 
requirements elicitation. 
Empathy can be brought to the processes from its 
very beginning, however it is usually established as 
communication actually occurs therefore it will be 
classified as a dynamic, shared influence (Figure 1). 
4.4.3 Rapport 
Rapport, a conceptualised state of mutual 
positivity that develops between parties as they 
interact, is another crucial ingredient for negotiation 
success [16]. Most case study and focus group 
participants indicated they felt more comfortable 
talking with people familiar to them and of a similar 
position in their organisations because they had already 
established some rapport. In another vein, IS 
stakeholders in a strong position in the negotiation are 
likely to be more generous to their counterparts or are 
less likely to contradict their counterparts, if they have 
a rapport with them [16]. Rapport is developed through 
communicative interaction therefore it is a dynamic, 
shared influence on personality (see Figure I). 
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4.4.4 Intersubjectivity 
Stakeholder interpretation is based on 
intersubjectivity which changes with communication 
and a stakeholder's position in a group at the time of 
communication [18]. Intersubjectivity's underlying 
definition is shared understanding and interpretation of 
a linguistic utterance or concept based on common 
experiences that create a mental representation of that 
sentence or concept [6]. Several of the case study 
participants acknowledge having their opinion changed 
once a counterpart's perspective had been 
acknowledged. Many also acknowledge that 
perspectives were very different depending on the 
organisational hierarchal position of the stakeholder. 
One also mentioned that perspectives were usually 
aligned as more communication occurred. Obviously 
to achieve consensus stakeholders mental 
representations of a situation, must be equivalent or 
misunderstandings may occur [1J. Therefore 
intersubjectivity is an important influence on aligning 
stakeholders' perceptions. 
Surprisingly, Zhong [40] thought intersubjectivity 
could be detrimental to the process. He reported that 
teams of 'non-friends' perform better than teams of 
'friends' and that heterogeneous groups achieve 
consensus more frequently in team negotiations than 
homogeneous groups [40]. He thought this was 
because non-friends and heterogeneous groups 
communicate more, have a higher need to coordinate 
actions and reduce ambiguity [40]. Stakeholders may 
have a pre-established intersubjectivity with 
counterparts however intersubjectivity does develop as 
they interact. Therefore it will also be included in the 
IMC as a dynamic, shared influence on bargaining 
behaviour (see Figure 1). 
4.5 Static Shared Influences on Bargaining 
Behaviour 
Finally, literature revealed that any negotiation 
is impacted by static factors external to the process. 
These include society's laws and norms, the physical 
environment in which the negotiation occurs and the 
communication infrastructure used for the negotiation. 
4.5.1 Laws, Social Norms, Environment, 
Communication Infrastructure and Resources 
Krauss and Chiu [26] note that a stakeholders' 
perspective is guided by their social category 
membership - meaning their position as an individual 
in their society. Another important influence on 
bargaining behaviour is the communication 
infrastructure [16]. Interestingly, a participant of the 
case study commented that being face-to-face 
improves a meetings progress. This was supported by 
Drolet and associates who noted negotiations are more 
likely to proceed positively if IS stakeholders arc given 
the opportunity to meet face to face with access to non-
verbal behaviour, as these emotional cues foster 
rapport which aids in the settlement of conflict [I 61· 
Even the use of gestures has been proven to provide 
additional information as to the meaning of a 
communication and therefore help to eliminate 
confusion [26}. 
Finally, in an IS requirement negotiation the 
resources available to the IS project are an additional 
int1uence on bargaining behaviour. It seems logical 
that if stakeholders are given a very short period of 
time to negotiate or if they very limited funds to 
produce a project they will enter the process either 
more willing to make concessions or more determined 
to use power and stand their ground. All of the factors 
mentioned in this paragraph are also unlikely to change 
during the negotiation process. Therefore laws, social 
norms, environment, communication infrastructure and 
resources will all be included in the IMC as static, 
shared influences on bargaining behaviour (Figure 1). 
5. The Flow of Interaction 
During the background phase (B) of the IMC (see 
Figure 1) the negotiation process already occurs. This 
happens within the COnsensus environmental & 
individual stakeholder context of the consensus 
process. It is during the background phase the static 
and dynamic individual and shared influences of one 
stakeholder combine to shape an individual's 
personality. The personality in turn shapes the 
individual's perceptions and expectations which create 
their bargaining behaviour. Importantly, the influence 
from a stakeholder's personality is not limited to just 
themselves. It also influences the perceptions and 
expectations of other stakeholders involved in the 
process and hence influencing their bargaining 
behaviour. 
As stated earlier, the consensus and negOtIatIOn 
processes have a common process phase (P) where the 
communication process occurs between all 
stakeholders. It is during the process phase that the 
communication process and all stakeholders' 
bargaining behaviuur inilucm:e each other.s bargaining 
behaviour because during this phase reiterative 
communication and bargaining occurs. The negotiation 
and consensus processes also have a common outcome 
phase {O). V,lith the negotiation process many 
outcomes such as deadlock or impasse can be reached 
however, with the consensus process the only 
outcomes are a natural or forced consensus. 
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6. Conclusion 
This paper has demonstrated the 
interdependence between communication, negotiation 
and consensus processes, while highlighting phases 
common to the negotiation and consensus. Importantly, 
it has also established the point of interaction between 
these processes when used in IS requirements 
elicitation. This paper explained the development of 
the IMC which demonstrates the influence the factors, 
classified as shared or individual and static or dynamic, 
have on individual stakeholder personalities. 
Highlighting how IS stakeholder personalities affect 
their perceptions and expectations which combine to 
influence the stakeholder's bargaining behaviour 
during requirements negotiation. Our understanding of 
the negotiation, communication and consensus 
processes that occur during elicitation and negotiation 
of IS requirements has increased through the 
development of the Interaction Model of Consensus 
(IMC) of this bargaining behaviour. Further bringing 
out the influences that need to be addressed to 
maximise the opportunity of reaching a natural 
consensus during IS requirement negotiation. Finally, 
it our discussion demonstrated !be need for further 
empirical work and conceptual analysis of the 
interaction between the communication, negotiation 
and consensus processes to further expand our 
knowledge of this area to help improve IS stakeholder 
requirements elicitation and consensus making. 
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